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Abstract

While it may be quite evident that people perform environmentally harmful acts,
the psychological origin of environmentally destructive behaviors and attitudes has been
largely avoided and set-aside. This research offers an insight claiming that environmental
concerns only exist when there is no self-interest. Self-interest was narrowed down to the
self and the focus placed on the T . The study conducted was aimed at bringing about a
correlational relationship between selfism and environmental concerns, with the
hypothesis stating that a negative correlation should exist.
Scientific research has devised environmental concern measurements according to
various ideas of what it is that constitutes an environmental concern, such as beliefs or
values. Contrary to an individualistic perspective of each human possessing unique
psychological traits (morals, beliefs, values, etc...) and therefore being separate from
others psychologically, a holistic approach was presented and applied in an attempt
towards reaching the fundamental root of human-environment conflict. Two measures of
environmental concerns were utilized for the study, one addressing conscious
environmental concerns, while the other was used for determining subconscious
environmental concerns. Selfism and environmental concerns were simultaneously
correlated with students’ majors and the number of college level environmental courses
taken.
Data was collected from one hundred twenty-two undergraduate students. The
study found mixed results. A significant negative correlation existed between
subconscious environmental concerns and selfism, while an insignificant negative
correlation was found between conscious environmental concerns and selfism. The

significantly positive correlation between conscious and subconscious environmental
concerns was not highly correlated, raising the topic of self-images and what it actually
means to identify or to be. In addition to the potential research implications between selfinterest and environmental concerns, the theory behind the hypothesis was also applied to
the field of environmental education.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

With all the environmental destruction and carelessness occurring around the
world, one wonders why such events and actions are a part of the movement of life. As
people become aware of the devastation occurring to nature, it seems that the normative
measures in place today have come to involve counteracting the destructive behaviors of
others or modifying one’s own. Numerous environmental organizations, such as The
Nature Conservancy, the United Nations Environment Programme, and the
Environmental Protection Agency, have formed in response to the widespread neglect of
the natural environment, some seeking to punish those deemed responsible, while others
simply look for change through agreements or policies. National and state parks have
been established in order to preserve natural lands. Laws have been enacted as a means of
self-control in preventing environmentally harmful acts from being carried out.
Professions have arisen that seek to understand the severity of the human induced effects,
in addition to discovering methods of balancing out the repercussions. Yet, all these
movements have come about as a reaction to human nature. Rather than seeking to
explore the origin of this conflict, or to question the current flow of human societies and
come to an understanding of human nature, reactions to the problem have transpired.

Self
Humans are considered to represent a significant source of environmental change
(Pawlik, 1991; Stern, 1992; Tilman et al. 2001; Tilman & Lehman, 2001; Vitousek et al.
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1997; and Wilk, 2002). Since human actions have an impact on the surrounding
environment, one may or may not take into consideration whether those actions have a
negative, positive, or neutral effect on nature. A concern for the natural environment is
something that varies from one person to another, as does the extent of one’s self-focus.
If any true perception is to arise in talk of humans and the natural environment, a
thorough observation of the ‘inner’ self is necessary. In other words, what is the
relationship between ‘myself and ‘my environment’?
Psychological and/or philosophical scholars have contributed an overwhelming
amount of written documents throughout human history focusing specifically on
interpreting the nature of the self (e.g. Brinthaupt, 1992; Elliott, 2008; Gallagher, 1999;
Gallagher, 2011; and Strawson, 2009). Within psychological scientific research various
perspectives and approaches have been taken on understanding the self, yet these
contributions have for the most part concentrated on the seifs behaviors/defense
mechanisms (e.g. Adams et al. 1984; Lewicki, 1983; and Menaker, 1960), efficacy (e.g.
Luszczynska et al. 2005; Scholz et al. 2002; and Young & Kline, 1996), identity/imageformation (e.g. Berzonsky, 1994; Driedger, 1976; Eccles, 2009; and La Guardia, 2009),
and esteem (e.g. Cai et al. 2009; Kristjansson, 2007; Shim et al. 2012; and Tafarodi &
Ho, 2006). In working towards understanding the self, research has also focused on how
the self is formulated (Baumeister et al. 1998; Cross & Madson, 1997; DeCicco &
Stroink 2007; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; and Singelis, 1994). The concept of personal
construct had been presented in written works as early as the mid-fifties (Kelly, 1955).
Later, Markus and Kitayama (1991) offered an insight into what was described as selfconstrual, or the interpretation of one’s cognition in relation to the self and to others,
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from which more recent research had proceeded (e.g. Baumeister et al. 1988; Cross &
Madson, 1997; DeCicco & Stroink2007; and Singelis, 1994).
By using an Eastern (Japanese) and Western (American) approach, Markus and
Kitayama (1991) presented two construals of self: While the independent construal
represents the Western view of the self as being autonomous, unique, and the whole, the
interdependent construal of the Eastern outlook holds the notion of the self and society as
being intertwined, where the self is devised in connection with the society and the selves
of others in that society (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Along with the two construals of
self, DeCicco and Stroink (2007) added a third self-construal, the metapersonal self. In
establishing a metapersonal self-construal the self is to reflect back on the center as being
one with all people and the world as a whole, to interpret itself as a part of all living and
nonliving things, and to act in consideration of the whole (planetary life) (DeCicco &
Stroink, 2007). It should be noted that the three types of self-construal (independent,
interdependent, and metapersonal) all present the perception of an existent inner self.
Even the metapersonal self, which regards the self as being one with the whole, claims
that there is a self that both performs actions and reports back to a center, or inner self.
The late physicist David Bohm explained the perceived duality of the mind as he
described a concept of the self: There exists a perception of there being ‘someone’ inside
the body that is being looked at, as well as there being ‘someone’ who is performing the
looking (Bohm, 1994, p. 161). The ‘I* represents the subject of the self (the one
performing actions), and the ‘me’ symbolizes the object (the thing to which everything
happens to), which when merged result in ‘myself (Bohm, 1994, p. 161). For example, ‘I
watered the garden’, ‘the water also landed on me’, ‘I wet myself. As illustrated,
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outwardly ‘me’, ‘myself, and T may refer to the body, but when there is the T or ‘me’
inwardly there is an insinuation of a center or focal point (inner self) around which
thought becomes centered. For example, ‘the world revolves around me’; ‘I am hurt
emotionally’; ‘I am being recognized’, and so on.
Since this duality of the mind involves an inner central point for thought, that
center can be seen as being the whole, or the center of existence. And in being the whole,
or a center of thought, there is an image with which the inner self is continuously
provided. For example, ‘I am a environmentalist’, ‘I am a renowned scientist’, ‘I was
once a Democrat, but now I am a Republican’, ‘I am an American and a Christian’, ‘I
hold certain beliefs, values, traditions, and stereotypes’, and so on. Such psychological
fragments (characteristics), in conjunction with the added ‘I’ interpret into an image.
Psychological fragments may refer to such things as one’s likes/dislikes, wants, ideas,
dreams, beliefs, hopes, nationalities, religions, traits, and countless more divisions that
one can observe.
Once the mind has created an inner self it has done so through fragmentation.
That duality is what turns out to be termed self-centeredness, as thought becomes
centered onto an imagined core. Rene Descartes recorded the well-known statement, “I
think therefore I am” (Descartes, 1637/1993). In stating the phrase, Descartes had
reached the notion of claiming that in order for there to be someone or something doing
the thinking, there must inevitably be a thinker at that particular moment. In other words,
once there exists an inner ‘I’ in thought (the one doing the thinking in this case), there is
indeed an imagined center. Such a perceived psychological center is what leads to ‘my
body and I’, ‘I am this and you are that’, ‘they are unlike us’, and so on.
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Environmental Concerns
Considering there may be various outlooks as to what is meant by environmental
concerns, it is beneficial to speak on this subject. The definition that will be used here for
the word “concern”, which follows the dictionary definition, will be, “a cause of anxiety
or worry” (New Oxford American Dictionary [NOAD], 2005). Additionally, to be clear,
the word environment will also be defined according to a dictionary, and will thus refer to
“the natural environment, as a whole or in a particular geographical area” (NOAD, 2005).
Therefore, when we speak of environmental concerns we are alluding to a cause of
anxiety or worry that is raised through awareness of issues, situations, or events that
produce, or are capable of producing, a changing affect on the natural world as an entity
or as a geographical portion of the whole.
Stern and Dietz (1994) presented three types of environmental concerns that arose
from their value-belief-norm theory: the supposition that people’s attitudes, being
reflective of environmental concerns, are derived from one’s values placed on
themselves, others, and all planetary life. These three environmental concerns were
categorized as egoistic, social-altruistic, and biospheric, respectively (Stern & Dietz,
1994) (see Figure 1). If for example someone were to oppose a proposed mining project
because of the destructive affect it would have on the surrounding natural environment,
that person would be considered as displaying biospheric environmental concerns
because of the consideration they place on the planet and its living and nonliving objects.
On the other hand, if someone were to oppose a nearby mining project because it would
lower their property value, this would be regarded as an egoistic environmental concern
due to the consideration placed on the individual. Thus, if a mining project were opposed
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because of the perceived negative consequences it would have on a neighboring human
community, such environmental concerns would be regarded as social-altruistic because
of the consideration placed on the well-being of others.
Schultz and Zelezny (1999) (see also Schultz, 2000; and Schultz, 2001) branched
off from the value-belief-norm theory by suggesting that valued objects, which were
categorized as egoistic, altruistic, or biospheric, determine one’s environmental concerns
depending on the extent to which the objects are included in the self. Therefore, by
identifying one’s level of association with egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric valued
objects, a distinction can be made as to whether a person who places a high level of value
on egoistic objects, also places a high level of value on biospheric or altruistic objects,
and vise versa. In this case, environmental concerns would be contingent on a person’s
measured view of themselves as being independent, interdependent with others, or
interdependent with all of life (Schultz, 2000).

Social-altruistic

Biospheric

Social-altruistic

Biospheric

Social-altruistic

Biospheric

Figure 1. A visual interpretation of Stem and Dietz’ (1999) three types of environmental
concerns. Shaded areas display the type of environmental concern being emphasized.
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Referring back to the three types of self-construal previously mentioned
(independent, interdependent, and metapersonal) Arnocky, Stroink, and DeCicco (2007)
constructed a study that sought to discover the relationship between the types of selfconstrual with the type of environmental concerns (egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric)
associated with them. For example, do independent, interdependent, and metapersonal
selves express egoistic, altruistic, or biospheric environmental concerns? It was found
that one’s concern for the environment is associated with their self-construal; the
independent self-construal revealed egoistic environmental concerns and the
metapersonal self-construal displayed biospheric concerns, while there were no
indications associated with the interpersonal self-construal (Arnocky, Stroink, & DeCicco
2007). In other words, if a person views themselves as belonging to all planetary life and
objects (metapersonal) they will then express biospheric environmental concerns because
of possible harm towards that life or those objects. Yet, if one is to view themselves as
being completely disassociated with others, other life, and/or objects (independent), they
will express egoistic environmental concerns only when their own personal interests are
being threatened.
In relation to self-construal and environmental concerns, pro-environmental selfidentities can be described as representing one’s recognition of one’s own proenvironmental characteristics. In other words, people who have pro-environmental selfidentities may view themselves as people who support and advocate the protection of the
natural environment. A considerable amount of research has shown a pro-environmental
self-identity to be a determining factor of pro-environmental behaviors, actions, attitudes,
values, intents to act, and/or connectedness with nature (e.g. Arnocky et al. 2007; Bragg,
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1996; Clayton & Opotow, 2003; Hinds & Sparks, 2008; Mayer & Frantz, 2004; Schultz
& Zelezny, 1999; Schultz, 2000; Schultz et al. 2004; Schultz et al. 2005; Stern & Dietz,
1994; and Whitmarsh & O’Neill, 2010).
In identifying the self with others, other life or objects, or the psychological
fragments previously talked about, one is in the process of forming or adjusting a selfimage. For example, to say ‘I have concern for the natural environment because I am also
a part of the natural environment’ is to identify the self with nature (unless one is aware
they are talking exclusively about the physical organism and not about an idealized inner
self). In forming that connection of taking the ‘I’ and adding an association to it, the
center of attention is still being placed onto the self. Therefore, self-centeredness exists
even when one identifies with others, living organisms, or more general worldly objects.
In this sense, concerns have come to represent considerations of others, or other things,
when the self identifies with those others, which is still a consideration of the self. Simply
put, there can be self-centered actions that benefit the natural environment and be seen as
concerns.

Environmental Education
Environmental concerns make up a large part of this study and in doing so it is
important to talk about the structure and purpose of environmental education as it relates
to this research. Besides the quest of finding the most fundamental reason as to why
people are environmentally destructive, there is one exceptionally important academic
reason as to why this study holds a great deal of importance. As environmental issues
continue to become even more widespread, there is an increasing demand for primary and
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secondary schools to either include courses in their curricula on environmental education
or to simply address issues through association. With this steadily increasing demand to
educate students on environmental issues and on the general knowledge of nature, a large
part of the aim of environmental education can be seen as the raising of environmental
concerns.
As previously addressed, there are sound data showing that pro-environmental
attitudes, behaviors, etc. are correlated with the self (e.g. Arnocky et al. 2007; Bragg,
1996; Clayton & Opotow, 2003; Hinds & Sparks, 2008; Mayer & Frantz, 2004; Schultz
& Zelezny, 1999; Schultz, 2000; Schultz et al. 2004; Schultz et al. 2005; Stern & Dietz,
1994; and Whitmarsh & O’Neill, 2010). Such findings have led environmental educators
to focus on influencing others to identify with the natural environment, whether through
experience, knowledge, or more generally through thought. In other words, forming an
identity that includes being environmentally conscious in some form or another will
theoretically lead to a positive relationship between the person and nature.
In encouraging others to act environmentally friendly, environmental educators
i

have been led towards influencing those others to focus on their self-interests. This
present-day environmental education approach would best fit under the egoistic
environmental concerns described within Stern and Dietz’ (1994) value-belief-norm
theory. For instance, if one is to put value on oneself (which also includes things they
consider theirs; such as children, relatives, friends, etc.), it is within one’s interests to take
into consideration the health of the environment, which can possibly have a negative
affect on that self. As environmental educators are being directed towards promoting the
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pursuit of self-interest, it is beneficial to further study the relationship that exists between
environmental concerns and self-centeredness.

Summary
This research seeks to answer the question: Does emphasizing the interests of the
self minimize or prevent concerns towards the natural world? The purpose of this study is
to examine how selfism correlates with environmental concerns. Considering that the
focus one places on the self varies not only throughout their lifetime but also in
comparison to others, emphasis should be placed on the level of selfism. It is
hypothesized that those who express higher levels of selfism will express lower levels of
environmental concerns. Such a correlation should theoretically present insight into the
relationship between the self and environmental concerns.
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Chapter 2
Methodology

This study’s objective is to bring forth any possible connection that may exist
between environmental concerns and the focus one places on themselves. In working
towards revealing possible findings, a correlative study comprising of three scales plus
follow-up questions was conducted on university students. In determining one’s level of
environmental concerns, both conscious and subconscious concerns were investigated.
Participants were asked directly whether they view themselves as being environmentally
concerned (conscious), while subconscious concerns were revealed through a scale.

Population
The participants of this study comprised of one hundred twenty-nine
undergraduate students of a public university in the U.S. Northeast. An academically
diverse participant pool of students was desired, leading to the courses of possible
participants to be chosen according to their diversity. Both environmentally and nonenvironmentally classified courses were selected within various days of the week, times
of the day, semesters of the academic year, and periods of the semesters. Also, in order to
further diversify the population, the courses selected were offered as either 100 or 200
level courses for students within varying academic majors. Altogether there were five
courses comprising the participating students: two general humanities courses and three
environmental courses, for a total of one hundred twenty-nine returned surveys. From the
total amount of surveys returned seven were either not completed or improperly filled
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out. Therefore, one hundred twenty-two surveys were applied to the study (refer to
Appendix A for IRB approval).

Materials
There is one notable scale created with the intention of specifically identifying
overall environmental concerns, and that was applied to this study. Weigel and Weigel’s
(1978) Environmental Concerns Scale (ECS) was developed with the purpose of
assessing concern for environmental issues (refer to Appendix B). Although the ECS has
not been used extensively, it does represent a measurement that has shown support
through validity and reliability (Weigel & Weigel, 1978) (see also Sherburn & Devlin,
2004; and Tarrant & Cordell, 1997). Having been developed in the late Seventies, the
items that make up the ECS personify the environmental issues of the time, yet this is not
to say that those same environmental issues do not apply today. Dunlap, Liere, Mertig,
and Jones (2000) argue that measurements of the Seventies, such as the ECS that were
designed to assess environmental concerns, focus mainly on areas such as air and water
pollution, resource management, and loss of aesthetic values. Regardless, the
environmental issues that were apparent in that decade are still to this day very much so
dealt with and emphasized in education, policy, business ethics, management, and
everyday life. Therefore, the ECS was used in determining subconscious environmental
concerns.
The Environmental Concerns Scale (ECS) uses a five-point Likert scale (Likert,
1932), with higher scores displaying a higher level of concern. Possible scores span from
zero to sixty-four. The sixteen items that comprise the ECS are split into two groups:
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seven items are constructed to express positive environmental attitudes, while nine items
are designed to exhibit negative environmental attitudes. Thus, reverse scoring is
necessary for the items designed as negatives.
As scales vary in their interpretations of the type of items that, when put together,
assemble an environmental concerns scale, so do the scales regarding a measurement of
self-centeredness. A variety of scales have been created that study one’s focus on
themselves, yet the main focus on the majority of these scales lies mainly on narcissism.
There is a certain distinction that one can make between narcissism and what is being
sought here which is selfism. Phares and Erskine (1984) developed a measurement
known as the Selfism Scale (SS), which is designed to assess the degree of concentration
one puts on themselves and their self-interests. Emmons (1987) points out that the SS
was not named the Narcissism Scale due to Phares and Erskine’s consideration of selfism
as representing an attitudinal construct instead of a motivational one. In addition, because
the SS is a solely cognitive construct, it doesn’t take into consideration processes
underlying narcissistic behaviors such as those that are emotional, motivational, and
interpersonal (Emmons, 1987). It benefits this particular study to refrain from using a
measurement that includes emotional, motivational, or interpersonal items (e.g. Raskin &
Hall, 1979) because those types of scales transition into an assessment of self-esteem and
the issues that relate to self-esteem. A cognitive measurement of selfism should avoid
studying one’s feelings about themselves and instead focus entirely on one’s center of
attention. Thus, the SS was used as the measurement for determining one’s selfism (refer
to Appendix C).
The SS is a twenty-eight-item questionnaire, where higher scores indicate a higher
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degree of selfism. Altogether forty items make up the SS, yet twelve are filler items
designed to cover up the intention of the scale and are not counted as a result. Using a
five-point Likert scale, scores range from twenty-eight to one hundred forty.
Another environmental concerns measurement that was added is the Personal
Concern Question (PCQ), which is a one-question assessment that directly asks the
responder to answer exactly how environmentally concerned they view themselves
(Dunlap, Gallup, & Gallup, 1993) (refer to Appendix D). Thus, the PCQ represents the
scale responsible for obtaining conscious environmental concerns. Possible responses are
as follows: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Not very much, 3 = A fair amount, and 4 = A great deal.
The question was a part of a larger survey that made up a public opinion poll with each
component being assessed separately from all others. There is no research that states the
reliability or validity of this single-question measurement.
In addition to discovering levels of selfism and environmental concerns,
participants were also asked to provide their academic major (if any) plus the number of
any college level environmental courses they had previously completed (refer to
Appendix D). Such information would provide data on the relationship of environmental
concerns to that of both academic majors and the number of environmental courses taken.
Also, a possible relationship of selfism to that of academic majors would be revealed.
Due to a variety of possible academic majors, as responses were being recorded student
majors were grouped into the following categories: Humanities, Sciences, Arts, Business,
and Undeclared.
The measures were all attached together into a one-packet questionnaire, with
separate directions for each preceding the questions. The ECS was presented first,
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followed by the SS and finally the PCQ. At the end of the combined fifty-seven Likert
scale items, students were asked about their majors and the number of environmental
courses taken.

Procedure
A brief introduction of the research was verbally presented to students attending
the classes involved. During the introduction students were informed that the research
was associated with environmental perception, and also that the questionnaires were part
of a study intended to assess environmental attitudes and personal outlooks. Students
were also told multiple times that their participation was not at all mandatory and that
those who chose to participate did so willingly. Once the introduction had concluded, all
students present were supplied with two copies of a consent form. A list of human subject
safeguards was provided within the consent forms (refer to Appendix E). Upon reading
the form, those who chose to participate signed one copy of the consent form and handed
it back to the principal investigator. Once a signed consent form was acquired, the survey
packet was handed to the volunteering student. After participating students completed the
surveys, the papers were collected by the principal investigator and stored in a personal
folder (refer to Appendix F for results).
SPSS software was used to test the nine relationships that existed among the five
variables (ECS/SS, ECS/PCQ, ECS/Courses, SS/PCQ, SS/Courses, PSQ/Courses,
Majors/SS, Majors/ECS, and Majors/PCQ). Pearson’s r was used to discover bivariate
correlations among four out of the five variables (ECS, SS, PCQ, and Courses). Linear
regression analysis and a comparison of means, using a one-way analysis of variance

15

(ANOVA), tested all nine relationships of the five variables (ECS/SS, ECS/PCQ,
ECS/Courses, SS/PCQ, SS/Courses, PSQ/Courses, Majors/SS, Majors/ECS, and
Majors/PCQ). A p-value of .05 was applied as the determinant of statistical significance.
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Chapter 3
Results

The overall mean scores with the standard deviations of the variables are as
follows: ECS = 41.57 (SD = 9.25), SS = 78.68 (SD = 14.04), PCQ - 3.02 (SD = 0.73),
and Courses =1.58 (SD = 1.43) (refer to Figure 2). The Environmental Concerns Scale
and the Selfism Scale held a significant negative correlation (r = -.368,p < .05). Also,
selfism significantly predicted subconscious environmental concerns (b = -.25, t [120] = 4.59, p < .05). Through simple linear regression it was found that selfism did not explain
a large proportion of those subconscious environmental concern scores (R = .15, F [1,
120] = 21.028,p < .05) (refer to Figure 3).

ECS

SS

PCQ

Courses

Possible
range

0-64

28-140

1-4

1-10

Mean

41.57

78.68

3.02

1.58

SD

9.25

14.04

0.73

1.43

Figure 2. Mean scores and standard deviations of the four variables. N = 122 (number of
responses).
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Figure 3. Environmental Concern Scale scores in relation to their accompanied Selfism
Scale scores, displayed according to the numbered response on the Personal Concern
Question (PCQ [portrayed as ECQ]). The line represents that slope of the relationship.

Conscious environmental concerns (PCQ) and selfism expressed a negative
correlation (r = -.206,/? = .128). Additionally, there was no significance in the correlation
(F [3, 118] = 1.930,/? = .128). The number of college level environmental courses
completed showed no relationship with selfism (r = 0.001,/? = .990).
Conscious and subconscious environmental concerns (PCQ1and ECS,
respectively) offered a significant positive correlation, (r = 0.477,/? < .05) (refer to
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Figure 4). Subconscious environmental concern scores differed significantly across the
four conscious environmental concern responses (F [3, 118] = 11.940,/? < .05). Tukey
post-hoc comparisons of the four grouped responses indicated that respondents of the
number 4 (“A great deal”) (M= 48.25, 95% Cl [45.25, 51.25]) held significantly higher
subconscious environmental concerns when compared to respondents of numbers 3 (“A
fair amount”) (M= 40.92, 95% Cl [38.97, 42.86],p = .001), 2 (“Not very much”) (M=
35.56, 95% Cl [33.69, 37.44],/» = .000), and 1 (“Not at all”) (M= 31.60, 95% Cl [8.63,
54.57],p = .000). Separation between response groups 3, 2, and 1 were not statistically
significant atp< .05 (1 and 2 \p = .787], 1 and 3 \p~ .077], and 2 and 3 [p = .096]).

ECQ

Figure 4. Environmental Concern Scale scores boxplotted in relation to their attended
Personal Concern Question responses (PCQ [ECQ]).

19

The Personal Concerns Question and the amount of environmental courses taken
offered a significant positive correlation (r = .217,/? < .05) (refer to Figure 5). The
number of environmental courses completed differed across the four conscious
environmental concern responses (F [3, 118] = 3.810,/? < .05). Tukey post-hoc
comparisons of the four grouped responses indicated that respondents of the number 4 (M
= 2.31, 95% Cl [1.42, 3.20]) had completed more environmental courses when compared
to respondents of numbers 3 (M= 1.38, 95% Cl [1.16, 1.59],/? = .014), and 2 (M = 1.13,
95% Cl [0.74, 1.51],/? = .035). Comparisons between response groups 3, 2, and 1, in
addition to 4 and 1, were not statistically significant at/? < .05. The Environmental
Concerns Scale and the amount of environmental courses taken showed no significant
positive correlation (r = .172, p = .059). Type of academic major did not have an impact
on selfism scores (F [4, 117] = 1.505,/? = .205), subconscious environmental concerns
scores (F [4, 117] = 2.157,/? = .78), or conscious environmental concern scores (F [4,
117] = 1.136,/? = .343) (Figure 6 displays the range of ECS and SS scores notated by
type of major.).
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o

10-

ECQ

Figure 5. Number of college-level environmental courses completed in association to the
indicated level of environmental concern (PCQ [ECQ]). Thicker circles imply a greater
number of responses.
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Majors
Q a rts
O business
X humanities
A sciences
+ undeclared

Figure 6. Environmental Concern Scale scores in relation to their accompanied Selfism
Scale scores, displayed according to the participants’ academic major.

Discussion
The study’s main hypothesis was partially supported by the data, as subconscious
environmental concerns provided a significant negative correlation with selfism. Yet,
environmental concerns and selfism showed no significance in their negative correlation.
A similar study also supported the theory behind the hypothesis, while using
somewhat different variables. Mayer and Frantz (2004) introduced their connectedness to
nature scale (CNS) with an attempt towards measuring individuals’ psychological
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identification with nature. Among the studies conducted, the CNS was simultaneously
tested in relation to Schultz’s (2000) egoistic, altruistic, and biospheric environmental
concerns. The findings showed a strong relationship between the CNS and both
biospheric concerns and ecological behavior, resulting in the authors’ interpretation of the
results as indicating that a concern for nature is related with a connectedness to nature
(Mayer & Frantz, 2004). Frantz et al. (2005) furthered the study of the CNS by testing
whether heightened or deflated levels of self-awareness (self-absorption) had any
indication of one’s connectedness to nature. Consequently, it was found that when people
were less self-aware they had a higher connectedness with nature as opposed to when
they were highly self-aware, regardless of whether they held pro or anti environmental
characteristics (Frantz et al. 2005). In other words, when less of a psychological divide
was felt or envisioned, one’s connectedness to nature was higher and vise-versa, leading
the authors to name the study “There is no ‘I’ in nature” (Frantz et al. 2005).
The data between other variable-relationships within this study did come up with
some interesting results. Comparisons between conscious and subconscious
environmental concerns did provide a statistically significant positive correlation,
although not one of great strength. One particular respondent claimed that he/she was not
at all concerned about environmental issues, yet subconsciously they presented one of the
highest environmental concern scores (refer to Figure 3 [51]). In an opposite case, a
student responded as holding ‘a fair amount’ of environmental concerns, in contrast to the
extremely low subconscious environmental concerns reported by the ECS for that
participant (refer to Figure 3 [56]). While it may be that directions weren’t properly
followed in filling out the questionnaires, it does not seem plausible that the statistical
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relationship would have been greatly affected by errors arising from a minimal number of
respondents. Perhaps one holds a certain image about themselves, yet expresses another
when presented in a social setting. Tunnell (1984) found that subjects who hold a
significant concern for their public self-image portray different public-images according
to the social setting they find themselves. Furthermore, those who did put a notable focus
on their public self-image also held a private self-concept that differed exceedingly
(Tunnell, 1984).
The amount of college-level environmental courses completed offered mixed
results in regards to one’s level of environmental concerns. While conscious
environmental concerns (PCQ) expressed a significant positive correlation with
environmental courses, subconscious concerns (ECS) and environmental courses showed
no significance. The students that participated in the study offered a very low mean for
the number of environmental courses (mean = 1.58), making it difficult to assess whether
a large, as opposed to a small, number of environmental courses had any significant
effect on the results. Similarly, the same explanation may apply in explaining the poor
relationship results between environmental concerns and academic majors, or even
selfism and academic majors. It may be that no considerable amount of direction or
influence has yet been put onto a student for a change in thought to occur.

Limitations
Phares and Erskine (1984) point out that none of the items that comprise their
Selfism Scale proved to be worded in a way that any disagreement would reveal selfism,
leading them to conclude that it may not be accurate to perceive the opposite of selfism as
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being either altruism or selflessness. It is further explained that the Selfism Scale was
instead designed to “refer to beliefs that problems in need satisfaction can best be dealt
with by construing situations in an egocentric or selfish fashion” (Phares & Erskine,
1984). Since this study’s main purpose was to reveal the levels of environmental
concerns that exist among various degrees of selfism, the Selfism Scale’s lack of ability
to identify selflessness may have played a role in the low correlation found between itself
and the Personal Concern Question.
As the Likert scale directions for the ECS and the SS differed in their use of
numbers, it was fairly simple for respondents not to pickup on the shift. Quite a bit of
surveys included improper number usage on the second scale, with only a number of
those surveys showing signs of corrections. In addition, the purpose of the study was
revealed to students (as directed by the Institutional Review Board of the university),
preventing the Selfism Scale’s, the Environmental Concerns Scale’s, and this study’s
overall underlying intent from being disclosed. In exposing the purpose of the study and
the scales, participants may have provided dishonest or influenced answers to the
questions provided.
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Chapter 4
Conclusion

The research was comprised of a study designed to test the hypothesis that an
emphasis on self-interests will result in lessened or deteriorated environmental concerns.
With selfism representing the self and self-interest, environmental concerns were tested at
both conscious and subconscious levels. Undergraduate students, enrolled in both
environmental and non-environmental introductory courses, completed three
questionnaires plus follow-up questions. Two questionnaires assessed environmental
concerns while the third tested selfism. Follow-up questions asked students to report the
number of college-level environmental courses completed, in addition to the academic
major they were enrolled in at the time.
The study conducted provided mixed results. Subconscious environmental
concerns expressed a significant negative correlation with selfism (r = -.368), while
conscious environmental concerns showed no significant negative correlation with
selfism. Conscious and subconscious environmental concerns did correlate significantly,
although not to an extreme, possibly implying that a number of respondents seek to
portray a self-image publicly that is unlike the one they hold privately (see Fenigstein et
al. 1975; Tobey & Tunnell, 1981; and Tunnell, 1984). The students’ academic majors, in
addition to the number of environmental courses completed, did not prove to affect the
outcome of environmental concerns. The lack of connection found between courses and
concerns, and majors and concerns, can be reasonably attributed to both the low average
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number of courses completed, and possibly to the length of time students were enrolled in
their chosen major.
In studying the self, a holistic approach was undertaken with a corresponding
unitary human nature. That is, the inner self was looked at as a fictitious subject of the
mind arising from a one-directional thought process that produces self-interest and selfcenteredness. The established explanation of self led to the selection of selfism as a
possible determinant of one’s concerns regarding the environment (in this case the natural
environment).

Future Research
The general idea of the proposed hypothesis is to isolate the “I” (self) in order to
study it towards the rest of nature. Therefore, a desired correlative study may thus be
performed in a much similar fashion as to the one taken by Frantz et al. (2005) with
connectedness to nature. That is to say, manipulating the “I” (self-awareness) through
objective and subjective methods, while simultaneously studying the level of
environmental concerns being expressed at those two very divergent levels may indeed
prove to be a better approach towards determining whether or not the presence of the “I”
has any statistical relationship with environmental concerns.
Regarding environmental education and the level of selfism among students, a
number of different studies could be performed. Experimental studies can be used to
discover how students react towards the natural environment when the T is involved,
whether teaching a class that indirectly disregards or plays down the self has an impact
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on students who express various degrees of self-focus, and whether or not students’ level
of self-focus affects their concern for, or interest in, the class material.
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Appendix B. Environmental Concerns Scale
On a scale of 0 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree), please rate the degree to which
you agree or disagree with the following statements:
0
Strongly
disagree

1
Mildly
disagree

2
Agree and
disagree
equally

3
Mildly agree

4
Strongly
agree

______1.

The federal government will have to introduce harsh measures to halt
pollution since people will not regulate themselves.

______2.

We should not worry about killing too many game animals because in the
long run things will balance out.

______3.

I'd be willing to make personal sacrifices for the sake of slowing down
pollution even though the immediate results may not seem significant.

______4.

Pollution is not personally affecting my life.

______5.

The benefits of modem consumer products are more important than the
pollution that results from their production and use.

______6.

We must prevent any type of animal from becoming extinct, even if it means
sacrificing some things for ourselves.

______7.

Courses focusing on the conservation of natural resources should be taught in
the public schools.

______ 8.

Although there is continual contamination o f our lakes, streams, and air,

nature's purifying processes soon return them to normal.
______9.

Because the government has such good inspection and control agencies, it's
very unlikely that pollution due to energy production will become excessive.

______10. The government should provide each citizen with a list of agencies and
organizations to which citizens could report grievances concerning pollution.
______11. Predators such as hawks, crows, skunks, and coyotes, which prey on farmer’s
grain crops and poultry should be eliminated.
______12. The currently active anti-pollution organizations are really more interested in
disrupting society than they are in fighting pollution.
______13. Even if public transportation were more efficient than it is, I would prefer to
drive my car to work.
______14. Industry is trying its best to develop effective anti-pollution technology.
______15. If asked, I would contribute time, money, or both to an organization like the
Sierra Club that works to improve the quality of the environment.
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16. I would be willing to accept an increase in my family's expenses of S100 next
year to promote the wise use of natural resources.
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Appendix C. Selfism Scale
Listed below are 40 statements that deal with personal attitudes and feelings about a
variety of things. Obviously, there are no right or wrong answer-only opinions. Read each
item and then decide how you personally feel. Mark your answers to the left of each item
according to the following scheme:
1
Strongly
disagree

2
Mildly
disagree

3
Agree and
disagree
equally

4
Mildly agree

5
Strongly
agree

_ 1. The widespread interest in professional sports is just another example of
escapism.
2. In times of shortages it is sometimes necessary for one to engage in a little
hoarding.
_ 3. Thinking of yourself first is no sin in this world today.
_ 4. The prospect of becoming very close to another person worries me a good bit.
5. The really significant contributions in the world have very frequently been
made by people who were preoccupied with themselves.
_ 6. Every older American deserves a guaranteed income to live in dignity.
_ 7. It is more important to live for yourself rather than or in addition to for other
people, parents, or for posterity.
8. Organized religious groups are too concerned with raising funds these days.
9 .1 regard myself as someone who looks after his/her personal interests.
10. The trouble with getting too close to people is that they start making emotional
demands on you.
11. Having children keeps you from engaging in a lot of self-fulfilling activities.
12. Many of our production problems in this country are due to the fact that
workers no longer take pride in their jobs.
13. If s best to live for the present and not worry about tomorrow.
14. Call it selfishness if you will, but in this world today we all have to look out
for ourselves first.
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15. Education is too job oriented these days; there is not enough emphasis on basic
education.
16. It seems impossible to imagine the world without me in it.
17. You can hardly overestimate the importance of selling yourself in getting
ahead.
18. The difficulty with marriage is that it locks you into a relationship.
19. Movies emphasize sex and violence too much.
20. If it feels right, it is right.
21. Breaks in life are nonsense. The real story is pursuing your self-interests
aggressively.
22. An individual’s worth will often pass unrecognized unless that person thinks of
himself or herself first.
23. Consumers need a stronger voice in governmental affairs.
24. Getting ahead in life depends mainly on thinking of yourself first.
25. In general, couples should seek a divorce when they find the marriage is not a
fulfilling one.
26. Too often, voting means choosing between the lesser of two evils.
27. In striving to reach one’s true potential, it is sometimes necessary to worry less
about other people.
28. When choosing clothes, I generally consider style before matters such as
comfort or durability.
2 9.1 believe people have the right to live any way they please.
30. Too many people have given up reading to passively watch TV.
31. Owing money is not so bad if it’s the only way one can live without depriving
oneself of the good life.
32. Not enough people live for the present.
33.1 don’t see anything wrong with people spending a lot of time and effort on
their personal appearance.
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34. Physical punishment is necessary to raise children properly.
35. The Peace Corps would be a good idea if it did not delay one’s getting started
along the road to a personal career.
36. It simply does not pay to become sad or upset about friends, loved ones or
events that don’t turn out well.
37. A definite advantage of birth control devices is that they permit sexual
pleasure without the emotional responsibilities that might otherwise result.
38. Doctors seem to have forgotten that medicine involves human relations and not
just prescriptions.
3 9.1 believe that some unidentified flying objects have actually been sent from
outer space to observe our culture here on earth.
40. In this world one has to look out for oneself first because nobody else will look
out for you.
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Appendix D. PCQ and Follow-up Questions
Personal Concerns Question
1
Not at all

2
Not very much

3
A fair amount

4
A great deal

1. How concerned are you about environmental issues?

1. How many college-level undergraduate environmental studies courses have you
taken?__________ (ex. Geography, Ecology, Environmental
Science/Management, etc.)
2. What is your major, if any? _____________________________
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Appendix E. Consent Form

CONSENT FORM FOR ADULTS
Please read below with care. You can ask questions at any time, now or later. You can
talk to other people before you sign this form.
Study’s Title: The Role of Self-Interest as a Determining Factor of Environmental
Concerns
Why is this study being done? This study is being conducted with the intent of
acquiring an understanding of general attitudes and feelings about statements regarding
the environment, government policies, and an outlook on life.
What will happen while you are in the study? You will be given questions regarding
the environment, government policies and outlooks on life. You will be asked to read
each question thoroughly and respond accordingly.
Time: This study will take about 15 minutes.
Risks: The risks are no greater than those in ordinary life.
Benefits: There are no benefits to you being in this study.
Who will know that you are in this study? You will not be linked to any presentations.
We will keep who you are anonymous according to the law. Your name and signature on
this page is for consent purposes only and will not be connected to the survey. Participant
names will not be used in the study.
Do you have to be in the study? You do not have to be in this study. You are a
volunteer! It is okay if you want to stop at any time and not be in the study. You do not
have to answer any questions you do not want to answer. Nothing will happen to you.
Your grade for the course will not be affected.
Do you have any questions about this study? You may contact Terry Papaioannou if
you have additional questions at papaioannoe3@mail.montclair.edu or 484-354-4223.
Do you have any questions about your rights? Phone or email the IRB Chair, Dr.
Debra Zellner at reviewboard@mail.montclair.edu or 973-655-4327. In addition, MSU
Counseling and Psychological Services (CAPS) are available at no cost to any MSU
student. If you feel any emotional distress from answering the questions, please contact
them, CAPS is located at Russ Hall or call 973-655-5211.
One copy of this consent form is for you to keep.
Statement of Consent

41

I have read this form and decided that I will participate in the project described above. Its
general purposes, the particulars of involvement and possible risks and inconveniences
have been explained to my satisfaction. I understand that I can withdraw at any time. My
signature also indicates that I have received a copy of this consent form. If you choose to
be in this study, please fill in the lines below.

Print your name here

Sign your name here

Date

Name of Principal Investigator

Signature

Date

Name of Faculty Sponsor

Signature

Date
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Appendix F. List of Results
ECS

SS
54
48
35
36
46
37
50
58
51
37
52
38
43
47
32
36
51
39
36
35
40
51
49
44
48
54
28
33
40
49
33
46
56
59
51
54
31
56
45
54
53
57
38
33
50

Courses

PCQ
51
65
63
70
93
80
60
87
81
96
61
72
88
73
103
90
90
73
83
62
82
73
71
70
61
69
98
90
85
87
62
96
63
51
65
90
79
66
73
65
86
86
94
85
77

3
4
3
2
3
3
3
3
3
2
3
2
3
3
2
3
4
3
4
1
3
4
3
3
4
4
3
2
3
4
3
3
4
4
4
3
3
4
3
4
3
4
3
3
3
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0
1
0
1
1
0
0
1
1
0
1
0
1
2
1
0
3
1
4
0
2
2
3
1
0
1
0
2
0
10
1
2
1
1
1
2
2
7
1
5
1
2
0
3
2

M ajors
(G rouped)
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
A rts
A rts
H um anities
A rts
A rts
A rts
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
Undeclared
H um anities
H um anities
U ndeclared
Sciences
H um anities
H um anities
Undeclared
A rts
A rts
Sciences
H um anities
A rts
S ciences
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
Business
A rts
S ciences
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
S ciences
Undeclared
Sciences
Business

26
41
37
43
16
62
40
32
36
39
12
26
50
58
49
54
26
38
48
43
36
38
34
32
35
45
40
43
32
42
36
46
52
42
35
41
42
55
52
52
42
49
31
45
19
36
39
26
43

86
62
76
85
103
59
81
89
95
101
84
91
74
98
75
97
85
98
86
63
78
86
81
88
82
64
78
68
94
76
68
72
57
75
59
71
89
81
69
88
73
63
92
75
110
83
95
108
63

1
3
3
3

1
1
3
3

2
3
3
3
3
4
3
3
3

2
3
4
3
3
3

2
3
3

2
3
3
3
4
4
3
3
3

2
4
4
4
4
3
3
4
3

1

2
3
3
4

44

3
1
3
1
1
3
3
1
3
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
1
1
2
1
2
2
1
2
1
4
1
2
2
8
2
2
1
1
5
1
2
2
1
2
1
1

Undeclared
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
Business
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
A rts
S ciences
H um anities
U ndeclared
H um anities
H um anities
Undeclared
Undeclared
H um anities
Business
Arts
Business
H um anities
H um anities
S ciences
Business
Undeclared
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
S ciences
A rts
H um anities
Sciences
A rts
Sciences
U ndeclared
U ndeclared
Business
H um anities
A rts
Business
Undeclared

39
54
38
53
36
31
36
28
36
41
37
40
49
36
53
38
42
42
36
39
51
37
33
33
43
33
48
41

79
61
64
64
49
86
108
84
74
82
66
53
80
69
71
83
77
75
68
78
112
85
98
90
65
114
53
72

4
4
4
4
3
3
3

2
3
3
3

2
4
3
3
4
3
3

2
3
3
3

2
2
3
3
3
3

45

1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

A rts
H um anities
H um anities
A rts
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
H um anities
Business
H um anities
Business
Business
Business
Business
Sciences
S ciences
Undeclared
Undeclared
S ciences
S ciences
H um anities
H um anities
U ndeclared
A rts
Sciences
H um anities
H um anities

